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who has not taken leave of his senses- to assert that the above-mentioned "peasant" demand (i.e., one that is to benefit the peasants) is not of "urgency for the masses," is not "advanced both by the requirements of the working-class movement and toy the entire course of Russian life"? This is not only an untruth, it is a howling absurdity. The entire history of Russia in the nineteenth century, the entire "course of Russian life" advanced that question, made it urgent, nay, mo'st urgent; this has been reflected in the whole of the legislation of Russia. How could the Luch arrive at sudh a monstrous untruth ?
It had to arrive at it, because the Luch is in bondage to liberal policy and the liberals are true to themselves \vihen they reject (or, like the Luch, put aside) the peasants' demand. The liberal bourgeoisie does so, because its class position forces it to humour the landlords and to oppose the people's movement.
The Luch brings to the workers the ideas of the liberal landlords and is guilty of treadhery to the democratic peasantry.
Further. Can it be that only the right of association is of "urgency"? What about the inviolability of person? or the abolition of despotism and tyranny? or universal, etc., suffrage? or a single Chamber, etc.? Every literate worker, everyone who remembers the recent past, knows perfectly well that all this is urgent. In thousands of articles and Speeches all the liberals acknowledge that all tWs is urgent. Why then did the Luch declare only one of these, albeit one of the most important, liberties to be urgent, while the fundamental conditions of political liberty, of democracy and of a constitutional regime were struck out, put aside, relegated to the archives of "propaganda," and excluded from agitation?
The reason,   'and the only  reason,  is  that   the   Luch does not accept what i$ unacceptable to the  Liberals.